framed their inquiries in ways that presupposed that the answers to these critical questions would hinge on the interpretation of American beliefs, actions, and decisions. 2 Efforts to understand the Vietnam War as an episode in US history continue today-and rightly so, given that the war was a major event in twentieth-century American politics, society, and culture. Recently, however, growing numbers of scholars have expressed dissatisfaction with the old American-centered approaches. Since the 1990s, this dissatisfaction has manifested itself in two key interpretive trends. would be a mistake to reduce the process of Vietnamization to nothing more than a desire to give Vietnam and Vietnamese their due. Although the new scholarship has focused on previously overlooked actors, events, and sources, it has often done so in order to demonstrate the ways in which the Vietnamese aspects of the war are profoundly relevant to some of the major interpretive issues in the study of the conflict. In this regard, Vietnamization involves more than just the asking of new questions. It also aims to provide new answers for some of the oldest and most persistent questions about the war.
One old but still critical set of questions has to do with why the United
States and the Soviet Union became involved in Vietnam in the first place.
The conventional wisdom on this point has long held that the superpowers were driven mainly or solely by a desire to achieve global dominion, and that each sought to realize its goals in Southeast Asia via alliance with Vietnamese proxies. Thus, it was Cold War logic that dictated events in Vietnam. 
